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BEFORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY

NASHVILLE TENNESSEE
August 22,2002

~ PETITION FOR APPROVAL OF ) DOCKET NO. 02-00683
~ INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT ) e
- BETWEEN TELECOMMUNICATIONS )
~ COMPANY OF TENNESSEE, LLC D/B/A )
~ FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS OF )
- TENNESSEE AND NEXTEL SOUTH )
- CORPORATION )
ORDER APPROVING

| lNTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT |

' ThlS rnatter came before Chairman Sara Kyle, D1rector Deborah Taylor Tate, andiffy

Drrector Pat Mlller of the T ennessee Regulatory Authonty (the “Authonty”), the votlng panel e

i | asmgned to thrs docket at a regularly scheduled Authorrty Conference held on August 5, 2002 .

, consrder pursuant to 47 U.S. C. § 252, the Petition for approval of the 1nterconnect10n and trafﬁc ‘| .

"1nterchange agreement for cellular and commerc1a1 moblle radio serwces negotlated between, j 5, :

: Cltrzens Telecommumcauons Company of Tennessee LLC d/b/a as Frontrer Commumcatrons of ‘{_ 5

_;‘,Tennessee and Nextel South Corporatron ‘The Petition was ﬁled on June 6, 2002 and came (R

‘ : before the Authorlty pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 252.

Based upon the review of the agreement the record in thrs matter and the standards for;‘ fai

rev1ew set forth in 47 U.S. C. § 252, the Directors unarnmously granted the Petrtron and made the'; o -

. followmg ﬁndmgs and conclusrons ‘




| " 1)  The Authority has jurisdictio'n over public utilities pursuant to ‘T‘enn. Code Ann ’3 k
’_§654104 | ST
g 2) The agreement is in the publlc mterest as 1t prowdes consumers Wlth alternative :
k sources of telecommumcatlons services within the‘C1tlzens Telecommumcatlons Company of
TénneSsee, ‘LLC d/b/a Frontier Communications of Tennessee:servicearea. | -
- 3) g The’agreementis not discriminatory to telecornmunications serVice p‘roviders»_that L
- are not parties thereto. | | ‘

k' 4) 47 U. S C. § 252(e)(2)(A) provrdes that a state commission may reJect a s

e negotiated agreement only if it “discnmmates agamst a telecommumcatlons carrier not a part_y to' :

. the agreement” or if the implementation of the agreement “is not consistent with the public

interest con‘venience or necessity.” Unlike arbitrated agreements a state commission may not .

- rejecta negotiated agreement on the grounds that the agreement fails to meet the requlrements of

' ”47 U. S C. §§ 251 or 252(d) Thus, although the Authonty finds that neither ground for reJection;' RS

: of a negotiated agreement exrsts th1s ﬁndmg should not be construed ton mean that the agreement
L “ is consistent with §8 251 or 252(d) or, for that matter, previous Authority decisiOns, S
| 5 | Th1s is an agreement for the provision of commercial mObile radio ‘serv_ices‘ and 1s e
" not an agreement between competing carriers. 2 |
| ’ 6) T No person or entrty has sought to mtervene m thlS docket : ‘
7 | The agreement is reviewable by the Authorlty pursuant to 47 U. S. C. § 252 and

i Tenn CodeAnn § 65- 4 104.

15647 US.C. § 252(€)2)(B)(Supp. 2001).




IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT

The Pet1t10n is granted, and the interconnection and traffic mterchange agreement for

S cellular and commerc1a1 mobﬂe rad10 services between Citizens Telecommumcatlons Company

of Tennessee, LLC d/b/a Frontler Commumcatmns of Tennessee and Nextel South Corporatlon ‘

5 1skapproved and is subject to the review of the Authority as provided herein.

Pat Miller, Director _




